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REMARKS 

Claims 7 and 35 stand rejected under 35 USC 112, second paragraph, as being indefinite 
because it is unclear what the phrase "said polyester resin" is referring to. Claims 7 and 35 have 
been amended to clarify that "said polyester resin in said A layer and said polyester resin in said 
B layer comprises polyethylene terephthalate." Accordingly, this rejection should be 
withdrawn. 

Claims 1, 7-13, 20-29, 35-41, 48-56 stand provisionally rejected under the judicially 
created doctrine of obviousness-type double patenting as being unpatentable of copending 
application 11/594,231 in view of Peiffer '295. Claims 10 and 38 stand provisionally rejected 
under the judicially created doctrine of obviousness-type double patenting as being unpatentable 
of copending application 1 1/594,231 in view of Peiffer '295 and Edwards. Claims 21-22 and 49- 
50 stand provisionally rejected under the judicially created doctrine of obviousness-type double 
patenting as being unpatentable of copending application 1 1/594,231 in view of Peiffer '295. 
Claims 24, 26, 52 and 54 stand provisionally rejected under the judicially created doctrine of 
obviousness-type double patenting as being unpatentable of copending application 1 1/594,231 in 
view of Peiffer '295 and Murschall. 

Applicants acknowledge these provisional double patenting rejections. However, since 
these rejections are only provisional, no further action is necessary at this time. 

Claims 1, 7-13, 20-29, 35-41, and 48-56 stand rejected under 35 USC 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Peiffer '295 in view of Sneed. Claims 10 and 38 stand rejected under 35 USC 
103(a) as being unpatentable over Peiffer '295 in view of Sneed and Edwards. Claims 21-22 and 
49-50 stand rejected under 35 USC 103(a) as being unpatentable over Peiffer '295 in view of 
Sneed and Peiffer '042. Claims 24, 26, 52 and 54 stand rejected under 35 USC 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Peiffer '295 in view of Sneed and Murschall. These rejections are respectfully 
traversed. 
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Independent claims 1 and 29 have been amended to specify that "the surface roughness 
(SRa) of the at least one A layer is between or equal to 76.6 run and 147nm." The new end 
point of 147 nm is supported by Example 8 of the specification. The Examiner alleges that 
Peiffer '295 discloses a film with a surface roughness of the A layer of 150 nm or more. 
Applicants now claim a film with a surface roughness of the A layer of less than 150 nm. Peiffer 
'295 fails to disclose a film with this claimed feature. Further, Peiffer '295 actually teaches 
against producing a film with the claimed surface roughness. Column 5, lines 53-55, of Peiffer 
'295 state that that "values below 150 nm have an adverse effect on the degree of mattness of the 
surface." Accordingly, not only does Peiffer '295 not teach the disclosed film, it actually teaches 
against producing a film as claimed. 

Further, Sneed, Edwards, Murschall, and Peiffer '042 fail to disclose or suggest a film 
with the claimed surface roughness. For the forgoing reasons, the rejections of claims, 1, 7-13, 
20-29, 35-41 and 48-56 should be withdrawn. 

In the event that the transmittal form is separated from this document and the Patent and 
Trademark Office determines that an extension and/or other relief is required, Applicant petitions 
for any required relief including extensions of time and authorizes the Commissioner to charge 
the cost of such petitions and/or other fees due in connection with the filing of this document to 
Deposit Account No. 03-1952 referencing 584642001200 . 

Dated: October 13, 2008 RespectfuUv^sjAmkted, 




"Jonathan Bockman 
Morrison & Foerster LLP 
1650 Tysons Blvd, Suite 400 



McLean, Virginia 22102 
Telephone: (703) 760-7769 
Facsimile: (703) 760-7777 
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